
United States Court of Appeals
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

____________

No. 12-3008 September Term 2011

1:09-cr-00250-RMU-1

Filed On: June 13, 2012

United States of America,

Appellee

v.

Ernest Bernard Moore,

Appellant

ON APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

BEFORE: Rogers, Griffith, and Kavanaugh, Circuit Judges

J U D G M E N T

This appeal was considered on the record from the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, the memorandum of law and fact filed by appellant, the
errata thereto, the memorandum of law and fact filed by appellee, and the reply.  It is

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the district court’s order filed January 13,
2012 be affirmed.  Appellant has not shown “a substantial question of law or fact likely
to result in – (i) reversal, (ii) an order for a new trial, (iii) a sentence that does not
include a term of imprisonment, or (iv) a reduced sentence to a term of imprisonment
less than the total of the time already served plus the expected duration of the appeal
process.”  18 U.S.C. § 3143(b)(1)(B); see also United States v. Perholtz, 836 F.2d 554,
555 (D.C. Cir. 1987) (per curiam) (“[A] substantial question is a close question or one
that very well could be decided the other way.”) (internal quotation marks omitted).

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this disposition will not be published.  The Clerk
is directed to withhold issuance of the mandate herein until seven days after resolution
of any timely petition for rehearing or petition for rehearing en banc.  See Fed. R. App.
P. 41(b); D.C. Cir. Rule 41.
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